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LAND USE ISSUES

The inland terminal operators were asked the following series of ques-
tions about the land use impediments in their terminal areas: (a) How
would you characterize the growth of noncargo activities during the past
10 years? (b) How would you describe the competition for available land
around the terminals during the past 10 years? and (c) How would you
assess changes in property values in the port area during the past 10
years? Several inland terminal operators indicated that during the past 10
years there had been a significant growth in noncargo activities coupled
with a corresponding increase in competition for available land and in-
crease in the price of that property. Following are examples of these
issues.

Case 1: Davenport, Iowa

A bulk terminal operator in Davenport, Iowa, indicated that during the
past 10 years there had been a significant growth in noncargo activities
around the terminal area. As a consequence, the operator noted an in-
crease in competition for available land and an increase in property
value.

Case 2: Charleston, West Virginia

A bulk terminal operator in Charleston, West Virginia, has witnessed
during the past 10 years a significant increase in competition for avail-
able land as well as a significant increase in property value around the
terminal area. This operator, however, only noted a less-than-moderate
growth in noncargo activities around the terminal area.

Case 3: Vancouver, Washington

The terminal operator in Vancouver, Washington, found that during the
past 10 years slightly more than a moderate growth in noncargo activities
was accompanied by a moderate increase in competition for available
land. However, this operator did not believe that the increase in property
values in the port area was substantial.

Summary

These case studies show the extent of land use impediments noted in the
surveys. Table B-3 summarizes the land use impediments of the 17 urban